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DECLARATI ON STATEMENT - RECORD OF DECI SI ON - OPERABLE UNIT ONE
STANDARD AUTO BUMPER SI TE

Site Nane and Location
Standard Auto Bunper Site
H al eah, Dade County, Florida

Statenent of Basis and Purpose

Thi s deci sion docunent presents the selected renedial action for the Standard Auto Bunper site, in H aleah,
Dade County, Florida, which was chosen in accordance with the requirenments of the Conprehensive Environnental
Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as anmended by the Superfund Amendments and

Reaut hori zation Act of 1986 (SARA) and to the extent practicable, the National Q1| and Hazardous Substance
Pol I uti on Contingency Plan. This decision is based on the administrative record for this site. The State of
Florida, as represented by the Florida Departnent of Environmental Regul ation (FDER), has been the support
agency during the Renedial Investigation and Feasibility Study process for the Standard Auto Bunper site. In
accordance with 40 CFR 300.430, as the support agency, FDER has provided input during this process. Based
upon comments received fromFDER, it is expected that concurrence will be forthcom ng; however, a fornal
letter of concurrence has not yet been received.

Assessnment of the Site

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis site, if not addressed by inplenenting the
response action selected in the Record of Decision (ROD), nmay present an inmnent and substanti al
endangernent to public health, welfare, or the environnent.

Description of the Sel ected Remedy

The response action described in this docunent represents the first of two planned operable units for the
site. This renedy addresses the source of contami nation, the soils. A prior renoval action in 1989 entail ed
the removal of contami nated waste from an underground trench and contam nated soils surroundi ng the Standard
Aut o Bunper facility. Remaining contaninated soils are the existing threat at the site. The second operable
unit will address groundwater.

The naj or conponents of the selected renedy include the follow ng:

1 Excavation of approxi mately 2500 cubic yards of soils contami nated with nickel, total chronium or
hexaval ent chrom um equal to or exceeding 370 ppm 519 ppm or 52 ppm respectively.

No excavation will take place below the water table. Current know edge of contam nants in the soil and
groundwat er indicate that no excavation below the water table will be necessary. In addition, aquifer
characteristics indicate that dewatering would not be feasible at this site.

I (Ofsite disposal of excavated soils at a Florida Class | Landfill.
1 Goundwater nonitoring for up to 5 years.

Statutory Deterninations

The selected renedy is protective of human health and the environnment, conplies with Federal and State
requirenents that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the renedial action, and is
cost-effective. This renedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatnent (or resource recovery)
technol ogy to the maxi numextent practicable for this site. However, because treatment of the principal
threats of the site was not found to be practical, this remedy does not satisfy the statutory preference for
treatment as a principal elenent.

Because this remedy will not result in hazardous substances remai ning onsite above health-based | evels, the
five-year revieww ||l not apply to this action.
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THE DECI SI ON SUMVARY
1.0 SITE DESCR PTI ON

The Standard Auto Bunper site is located in an industrialized area of northeast Dade County, Florida at 2500
West 3rd Court, approximately six mles northwest of downtown Mam and includes areas where the

contami nation has conme to be located (Figure 1). Standard Auto Bunper is an active chrom um and ni cke
plating facility which has operated at the sane Hi al eah address since 1959. The property area is

approxi mately 42,000 square feet and geographically |located at 25 degree 50'40" N |atitude, 80 degree 17' 15"
Wlongitude. The site is shown in Figure 2 on the H aleah, Florida USGS 7.5 m nute topographi c quadrangle
map.

Standard Auto is bordered on the north by Quality Manufacturing Products, Inc. and Wrld Mtals; on the east,
across West 3rd Court by Nela Junk Yard; on the south by Fernandez Transport Corporation; and on the west,
across the railroad track, by the Glda Bakery (Figure 3). The Red Road Canal is |ocated approxi mately 300
feet west of the site running parallel to West 3¢ Court and the railroad

H al eah is an incorporated city that consists of heavy devel opnent with m xed zoning. The city has an
approxi mate popul ati on of 188,000 people and a strong nanufacturing, whol esale, service and retail industry.
Twenty percent of the property within a nile radius of the site is utilized for comrercial and industrial
purposes, sixty percent is residential, and the remaining 20 percent is used for recreational parks and
schools. It is estimated that 11,000 people live or work within a mle radius of the site.

1.1 Surface Features

The ground surface at the Standard Auto Bunper site is alnmost entirely flat and unpaved, rangi ng between 6.5
feet and 9.5 feet above the National Ceodetic Vertical Datumof 1929 (NGVD29). The ground surface el evation
onsite is between 7.5 feet above NGVD29 on the southern part of the site and 6.8 feet above NGVD29 on the
northern portion of the site. The ground surface el evation on the nei ghboring property to the west is
between 9.0 and 9.5 feet above NGVD29 and the ground surface el evation across West 3rd Court is approxinately
6.7 feet above NGVD29

The area north of the facility building has two open excavations where renoval activities of contam nated
soil occurred in 1989. The open excavations are deeper on the westernnost sides and are approximately 2.5 to
3 feet in depth. The site features consist of a one story concrete block structure (approxi mately 19, 150
square feet), two concrete hol ding tanks, a concrete and an asphalt slab and nunerous hol ding and dryi ng
racks for bunmpers and other chrome items. Qher one story concrete bl ock structures housing
comrerci al /i ndustrial businesses occupy the inmedi ate surroundi ng area

The Red Road canal is the nearest body of surface water to the site and is located to the west at a di stance
of approximately 300 feet. Based on the el evations obtained fromthe vertical control survey conducted
during the RI, the Florida East Coast Railway (FEC) roadbed acts as an artificial dike that prevents any
westward migration of surface water fromthe site

2.0 SITE H STORY

St andard Auto Bunper Corporation has owned the el ectroplating portion of the site since 1959. Prior to 1959,
this property was divided into 2 facilities: |ocated on the southern half of the site was a sl aughterhouse,
and on the northern half of the property was a furnace/snelting conpany (Yacco, 1991). |In 1959 Standard Auto
Bunmper began chrom um and nickel plating operations on the site. Prior to installation of a treatnment system
in 1972, the wastewater from Standard Auto Bunper's electroplating and stripping process was di scharged to a
drai nage ditch/swal e area west of the facility. Since 1972, a wastewater treatnment systemto convert
hexaval ent chromumto insoluble trivalent chrom um has been operational. Approximtely 5,760 gallons of
wast ewat er per day can be processed, according to Standard Auto Bunper. Between 1972 and 1979 the effl uent
fromthe treatnment systemwas di scharged to an underground, slab-covered drainage trench | ocated adjacent to
the treatment tanks. |In 1979, use of this trench was di scontinued when the H al eah sewer system becane the
receptor for the effluent discharge. Nunerous inproper discharges of treated and untreated wastes to the



ground have been docunented by Dade County authorities

A Metropolitan Dade County Departnent of Environnental Resources Managenent (DERM inspector observed

ef fl uent being discharged to a soakage trench in the back alley on May 10, 1977. The owner was ordered to
correct the violations. However, on Novenber 16, 1981, a county inspector observed that metal cleaning waste
was being discharged into an on-site drain. On June 4, 1982, open and | eaking drums and di scharges of
plating liquids were found on the ground. A pipe was al so discovered |leading fromthe facility into a ditch
and the ditch water sanple contained 160 ng/1 of nickel, 160 ng/1 of chromum and 7.52 ng/1l of copper.

A county Waste Dunping Citation was al so issued to the facility on June 4, 1982, and subsequent inspections
found the facility had not ceased illegal discharges. A Final Notice of Violation was issued on Cctober 5,

1983. A county inspector, on March 3, 1985, observed evidence of untreated wastewater discharges into the
city sewer system

On August 14, 1985 soil and groundwater sanples collected onsite by the EPA contai ned numerous contani nants
associated with netal plating activities. On Decenber 3, 1985, waste sanples collected by county officials
contai ned concentrations of total cadm um and ni ckel which exceeded county groundwater quality standards. n
Sept enber 10, 1986, county officials observed illegal discharges and an overflow pipe | eading offsite.

An Expanded Site Investigation (ESI) was conducted at the Standard Auto Bunper site in March 1987, by the
U S EPA Region IV Field Investigation Team (FIT). Numerous soil and groundwater sanples were collected at
the site as part of the ESI, and were used to docunent the Hazard Ranking System (HRS) package data and
provide prelimnary data for the Renedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS).

The ESI sanples were anal yzed for the paraneters in the Hazardous Substance List. This list, which was a
precursor to the Target Conpound List and Target Anal yte List, included organic and inorganic chem cals.

El evat ed concentrations of heavy netals were found in the forner disposal areas and other areas of interest.
Simlar contaminants were identified in the soils, groundwater, and waste effluent sanples, indicating that
the source of groundwater contanination is soil |eachate fromthe discharge areas. The detected organic
conmpounds i ncl uded pol ynucl ear aronatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) and pesticides. PAHs are associated with creosote
products that can be found in railroad ties and asphalt paving. Pesticides are not related to the

el ectropl ating process and were not attributed to the Standard Auto site. No groundwater sanples contai ned
concentrations of any organi c conmpounds above Federal or State drinking water standards. The Standard Auto
Bunmper site was proposed for inclusion to the National Priority List (NPL) in June, 1988 and becane finalized
in Cctober, 1989, based on the HRS Package (1987).

In 1989 and 1990, Standard Auto Bunper conducted a soil removal on the property under an Adm nistrative O der
(AO with the EPA. Under the renmoval action the PRP was required to excavate the soil and sludge in the
bottom of the slab-covered trench. The excavated material was sent to the Chemi cal Waste Management facility

in Enelle, Al abama for disposal. Soils were also excavated fromthe drainage ditch and south areas of the
site to a depth of approximately 6 feet. These soils were not deened hazardous waste and were sent to the
South Dade County Landfill. The PRP's renmoval activities were conducted under the oversight of the EPA

The AO for the renoval specified soil clean-up |evels based on the Extraction Procedure (EP) Toxicity test
nethod for the contam nants at the site. The extraction levels included cadm umat 0.01 ng/ kg, chrom um at
0.05 ny/ kg, copper at 0.4 ng/kg, lead at 0.05 ng/ kg, nickel at 0.15 ng/kg, and cyani de at nondet ectabl e

| evel s.

On February 28, 1990, a second Administrative Order was signed between Standard Auto Bunper and EPA to
inplenent the RI/FS. However, in February 1991, Standard Auto Bunper elected not to continue performng the
RI/FS, and EPA, Region |V, took over the RI/FS activities. Standard Auto Bunper had not conducted any field
studies at the tinme EPA took over the renedial activities.

The EPA conducted the prelimnary R in April, 1991. G oundwater sanples were collected fromexisting
monitoring wells at the site to deternine the current conditions of the groundwater. In addition, sedinent
sanpl es were collected fromthe Red Road Canal to provide information on the site's inpact on the canal.



The first phase of the Rl took place in 1991 and 1992 and consisted of the majority of the field activities
(soil sanpling, surface water sanpling, nmonitoring well installation, and additional ground water sanpling).
Metal s such as chromium nickel, and | ead were found in the sanples. During Phase 2 in May 1992, two
additional nonitoring wells were installed and the third round of ground water sanples were collected from
all of the wells. Analytical data indicated that, between successive groundwater sanpling events, metal
concentrations in the groundwater decreased considerably. A significant portion of the apparent decrease,
however, may be attributed to inproved, state-of-the-art, sanpling techniques that have been able to
effectively elimnate turbidity.

EPA conpl eted a Baseline Ri sk Assessnment for the site in July 1992. The assessnment eval uated the current and
potential future risks posed by the contam nation at the site under the no-action scenario for current and
future uses of the site. The Feasibility Study (FS) Report was prepared by the EPA and finalized in August
1992. The report evaluated a range of remedial alternatives that coul d address the contami nated soil at the
site. The alternatives included no-action, renoval, and treatnent.

3.0 H GHLIGHTS OF COMMUNI TY PARTI Cl PATI ON

Prior to the RI/FS the EPA conducted an Infornation Availability session to introduce the Superfund process
and the site to the comunity, explain the activities planned for the site, and answer any questions. The
neeting, held on January 10, 1991 in a local school, was publicized in |ocal papers and by door to door
canvassing in the community. At the conpletion of the RI/FS, the RI/FS Report and Proposed Plan for the site
were released to the public in August 1992. These docunents were nade available to the public in both the
Adm ni strative Record and an information repository maintained at the EPA Records Center in Region |V and the
John F. Kennedy Menorial Library in H aleah. The notice of availability for the docunents was published in
the Mam Herald on August 13, 1992, and the Spani sh newspaper, D ario Las Americas, on August 7, 1992.

The Proposed Plan was sent to over 400 people in the community, governnent, and nedia. A public coment
period was held from August 7 to Septenber 6, 1992. A public neeting, announced in the public notices and in
the Proposed Plan, was held in a nearby school auditoriumon August 18, 1992. The purpose of the neeting was
to present the proposed plan and answer questions. Three citizens attended the public meeting. A response to
the comrents received during this period is included in the Responsiveness Summary, which is part of this
Record of Decision (Appendix A). This decision document presents the selected renedial action for operable
unit one of the Standard Auto Bunper Superfund Site, chose in accordance with CERCLA as anended by SARA

The decision for this site is based on the Adnministrative Record.

4.0 SCOPE AND ROLE OF CPERABLE UNIT ONE

As with many Superfund sites, studying and addressing contam nated nedia in the nost efficient nanner can be
a difficult endeavor, due to conplex characteristics of each site. As a result, EPA organized the site into
two operable units (OUs): one to address contam nant source areas (QU #1) and the other to evaluate
groundwat er conditions (QU #2). The renedy presented in this ROD addresses the first operable unit, the
contam nated soils at the site.

This soil poses a principal threat to human health and the environment due to ingestion of contam nated
surface soils by children of potential future residents and the soil contam nation's inpact on the
groundwat er. The cl eanup objectives for this QU are to prevent current or future exposure to the soil
contami nated with nickel and chrom umthrough treatment and/or contai nment, and to reduce the mgration of
these contaminants fromthe soil to groundwater.

The second operable unit will address the groundwater while the renedial action presented in this RODis
perforned. Additional groundwater sanpling will be necessary before a final decision can be nade about the
need for and type of cleanup alternative for this media. A decision regarding QU #2 will be presented in a
subsequent ROD.

5.0 SITE CHARACTERI STI CS

5.1 Surface Water Hydrol ogy



The location of surface water in Dade County is alnost conpletely limted to the intricate canal network that
was dug to support farming, flood control and urbanization. Drainage fromthe site during rainfal

event sappears unlikely due to the topographic high of the Iinmestone gravel roadbed of the Florida East Coast
Rai | way, which acts as a barrier and the porous nature of the well drained sandy soils in the area. Surface
water in the canals is in direct hydraulic connection with the Bi scayne Aquifer, however, the potential for
contanmination fromthe Standard Auto site to inpact the surface water in the Red Road canal by means of an
overland or surface water route is renote

The canal systemwas started in the early 1900's as a way to drain lands for farmng along the south rim of
Lake Okeechobee. Later, as a result of roads that were built across the area, water becane di ked and

i npounded and subsequent canals were built for flood control to intercept overland flow of water and divert
some of the water to the southeastern coast of Florida. Because of this direct connection to the ocean, sea
wat er intrusion becane a problem Damlike structures or water control stations with gates to hold back or
rel ease water in the canals were built as a way to guard against flooding and sea water intrusion. During
wet tinmes of the year, the gates are opened allowing water to flowin the canals thus | owi ng ground water
level s and preventing flooding. At the end of the rainy season and during the dry nonths, the gates are
closed, allowing water |levels to be nmaintai ned high enough in the canals to protect against sea water

i ntrusion.

The hydraul i c connection between the Bi scayne Aquifer and the canal systemis evident fromthe variation in
canal elevations depending on precipitation levels. Mst of the canal water |evel elevations are higher in
the area of the site than the surrounding ground water |evel elevations when there is |ess than norna
precipitation and the canal gates at water control stations are closed to prevent the nmoverment of seawater up
the canals. The reverse of this situation (i.e. canal gates open to release stormwater runoff) results in

| ower canal water |evel elevations relative to the surrounding ground water |evel elevations.

5.2 Ceol ogy

In south Florida, the upper 3,000 feet of rocks are conposed chiefly of |inmestone, dolonmte, sand, clay,

marl, and shells. Geologically, the Biscayne Aquifer is conmposed of soils of Hol ocene age and rock ranging
in age from Pl ei stocene through Pliocene. The 1987 ESI at the Standard Auto site documented nostly
unconsol i dated surficial deposits consisting of cal careous sands and gravels to a depth of approxi mately 28
feet below land surface and quartz sands to a depth of approxi mately 48 feet. A harder, consolidated bedrock
unit was reportedly encountered below the surficial deposits and was described as cavity-riddl ed
fossiliferous, marine linestone. At the site, the Biscayne Aquifer extends to a depth of approximtely 110
feet bel ow sea |evel

Sol ution cavities occupy a significant volune of the linestone in the Biscayne Aquifer, causing it to have
hi gh horizontal and vertical perneabilities. The |lower part of the oolitic limestone is also cavity riddled
and is identified by the presence of bryozoans. A hard cavernous |inmestone underlies the bryozoan | ayer.
Because of the extrenely high perneability of this linmestone, all large capacity wells are conpleted in this
part of the aquifer, generally 40 to 100 feet bel ow the | and surface.

5.3 Hydrogeol ogy

The uppernost hydrogeol ogi cal water bearing unit in the study area is the Biscayne Aquifer. The Bi scayne
Aquifer is the major source of all the nunicipal water for the residents of the southeast coast of Florida
from Boca Raton southward and is conposed of |inmestone, sandstone, and sand.

The major aquifers in south Florida are conposed prinmarily of |inmestone and supply varying yields of potable
and non-potabl e bracki sh water for nunicipal and irrigation water use in southern Florida. The aquifers,
rangi ng from highest to lowest yield, are: the Biscayne Aquifer of southeast Florida, the Shallow Aquifer of
South West Florida, and the Coastal Aquifer of PalmBeach and Martin Counties (Figure 4). Underlying these
aquifers is a thick confining | ayer conposed of relatively inperneable beds of clay and marl which overlie
the Floridan aquifer.

The Floridan Aquifer in southern Florida is conposed of perneable |imestone and contai ns non-potabl e bracki sh



water. The inperneabl e beds separating the shallow aquifers and the deeper Floridan aquifer shield against
the upward intrusion of brackish water. However, there is no shield against the |ateral encroachnent of
seawat er .

Recharge to the Biscayne Aquifer is primarily by local rainfall. Infiltration is rapid in the areas covered
by sand, or where soil is absent. In the site vicinity, the soil type consists of fine quartz sand.
Di scharge is by evapotranspiration, canal drainage, coastal seepage, and punpi ng

Transmi ssivity (T) of the Biscayne Aquifer ranges fromb5.4 x 10[4] ft[2]/day (581 cni?2]/sec) where the
aquifer is nostly sand to greater than 1.6 X 10[6] ft[2]/day (17,200 cnf2]/sec) in the linmestone-rich areas.
During the ESI conducted in 1987, site specific values of hydraulic conductivity (K) were deternined to range
between 42.8 ft/day (0.0151 cnisec) to 102 ft/day (0.036 cnisec) or an average of 62.6 ft/day (0.0221
cmisec). Using the relationship T=Kb, a site specific value for the transmssivity of the unconsolidated

cal careous sands and gravel s and quartz sand zone can be estimated: T = 62.6 ft/day X 48 ft = 3000 ft[2]/day
(32.3 cnf2]/sec). This site specific value for the transm ssivity of the unconsolidated zone is an order of
nmagni tude | ower than the published value for the sandy portion of the Bi scayne Aquifer

Regi onal flow of ground water in the Biscayne Aquifer of southeast Florida is seaward. Locally, however, the
direction and rate of

flow may be significantly influenced by the direct surface water connection of the canal system and/or by
punpi ng fromwel |l fields.

Variations in the direction and rate of flow of groundwater was docunented during the ESI and RI. During the
ESI in 1987, site specific groundwater el evations indicated shall ow groundwater flow towards the west.

G oundwat er el evations during the prelimnary R in April 1991, also indicated a westward trend in
groundwat er flow for shallow groundwater nonitoring wells. The rate of groundwater novenment at this tinme was
an estinated 88 feet per year.

The rate of groundwater noverment differed greatly in 1991, conpared to previous observations. During the
Phase 1 R in January/February 1991, groundwater flow in the shallow aquifer was southeasterly and the rate
of flow was approxi mately 1.7 feet per day. During the Phase 2 Rl in May 1992, two trends were observed in
the aquifer. Cdose to the site, shall ow groundwater noverment was towards the site, while farther fromthe
site, groundwater novenent was to the southwest.

5.4 Subsurface Features

In the northwest corner of the site there is an unused underground storage tank. Standard Auto Bunper had
plans to renove the tank, however, no action has been taken to date. A gas |line extends fromthe east side
to the west of the site on the north edge of the property. No other underground structures are known to
exist at the site

5.5 Sanpling Results

The scope of the Rl at the Standard Auto Bunper site included field studies on the soils and the groundwat er
Additionally, the sediment and the surface water from Red Road Canal were investigated. Soils were anal yzed
for thefull Target Analyte List (TAL). The investigation focused on inorganic contam nants for the foll ow ng
reasons. The primary reason for the reduced sanple and analysis plan to include only inorganic chenicals was
based on the extensive sanpling efforts of the ESI. During the ESI, a variety of organic and inorganic
contam nants were found in the forner disposal areas and other areas of interest. Anobng these organic
conpounds were sone pol ynucl ear aromati c hydrocarbons (PAHs) and pesticides. PAHs are associated with
creosote products that can be found in railroad ties and asphalt paving. Pesticides are not related to the
el ectropl ating process and are difficult to attribute to the Standard Auto site

Anot her reason for the reduced analysis is that organi c conpounds were not detected in any groundwater
sanples fromnonitoring wells at |evels above Federal or State drinking water standards during the ESI or the
Rl . However, trichloroethene slightly exceeded the Maxi mum Contam nant Level in sanples froman onsite



industrial well. Full TAL/TCL anal yses will be conducted at the conpletion of cleanup to denonstrate that
the site is clean.

Three areas were identified in the Remedial Investigation as having the highest concentrations of metals in
soils relative to the other areas. These areas correspond to the former drainfield area north of the facility
bui |l di ng, the | oadi ng and unl oadi ng area at the southeastern portion of the site and near the sout hwest
corner of the site. Concentrations of chrom um and nickel in these areas were one to two orders of magnitude
hi gher than the concentrations found at nost of the other soil sanple |ocations.

5.5.1 Surface Soil

N neteen nmetal s and cyani de were detected in the surface soil sanples. A umnum barium calcium chrom um
copper, iron, |ead, magnesium manganese, nercury, nickel, strontium titanium and zinc were detected in
nearly every surface soil sanple. Surface soils were collected fromthe surface to a depth of 8 inches at 17
| ocations throughout the site

The chrom um concentrations ranged between 2300 ng/ kg and 9.4 ng/kg. Table 1 presents information on the
ranges of concentration of target contaninants. Concentrations of chromiumin the surface soil sanples were
hi ghest near the fornmer drainfield area north of the facility building, near the southwest corner of the site
property and near the |oading and unl oading areas at the southeastern portion of the site (Figure 5).

The three highest concentrati ons of nickel (4200 ng/kg, 3800 ng/kg, and 1900 ng/ kg) were identified in areas
corresponding to the forner drainfield area north of the facility building, the |oading and unl oadi ng area at
the southeastern portion of the site, and near the southwest corner of the site property, respectively. The
ni ckel concentrations ranged from 4200 ng/ kg to 8.9 ng/ kg

Copper was detected at concentrations ranging from 16 ng/kg to 600 ng/ kg. The hi ghest copper detections were
at the same | ocations as the highest chrom um and ni ckel concentrations

Detectabl e | ead concentrations ranged from7.9 ng/kg to 160 nmy/ kg
5.5.2 Subsurface Soi

N neteen netals and cyani de were detected in the subsurface soil sanples fromdepths ranging fromthe 11 to
18 inch interval to the 38 to 43 inch interval. Mist of the subsurface sanples were obtained from2.5 to 3
feet below the surface. The nineteen netals are: alunminum antinony, arsenic, barium calcium chrom um
copper, iron, |ead, magnesium manganese, nercury, nickel, silver, strontium tin, titanium vanadium and
zinc. A summary of subsurface soil data for the Standard Auto Bunper site is presented in Table 1. Figure 6
presents the concentrations of selected netals for each subsurface soil sanple |ocation

The maxi mum concentrati ons of thirteen of the nineteen detected netals were found in one subsurface soi
sanpl e obtained froman area offsite, near the northwest property corner. O both surface and subsurface
soi|l sanples, the maxi numconcentrations for el even netal analytes were detected in this subsurface soi
sanpl e.

Chromi um was found detected in concentrations as high as 9100 ng/ kg, 1600 ny/ kg, 690 my/ kg, 360 ng/ kg, and
200 ng/ kg. These areas correspond to the sout hwest corner of the site property and near the former
drainfield area north of the facility building

Rel atively high concentrations (340 ng/kg, 170 ng/ kg, and 140 ng/ kg) of copper were identified in subsurface
soi|l sanples which are | ocated near the southwest corner of the site property and near the |oading and

unl oadi ng area at the southeastern portion of the site. Elevated concentrations of nickel, 2300 ng/kg and
970 ng/ kg, are found near the southwest corner of the site property. Slightly el evated nickel concentrations
were found near the | oading and unl oading area at the southeastern portion of the site

Aside fromthe maxi num | ead concentration found in one sanple of 520 ng/kg, the | ead concentration ranged
from99 ng/kg to 2.9 ny/kg.



As part of the RI/FS, the Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) test was perfornmed on the soi
fromthe site. Three soil sanples were collected fromthree | ocations, tw surface sanples and one
subsurface sanple. These |l ocations were in areas containing the highest concentrations of the contam nants.

The soil did not exceed TCLP regul atory | evels as shown in Table 2, indicating there are no RCRA hazardous
wastes at the site. However, the TCLP results do indicate contam nants can | each, thus contributing to
groundwat er contam nati on

5.5.3 G oundwat er

Prelimnary RI. During the prelininary R in April 1991, groundwater sanples were collected fromseven
existing monitoring wells and the industrial well. Al sanples were anal yzed for the conplete TAL and Tar get
Compound List (TCL). A sunmary of significant |evels of selected inorganic chemcals detected in the
groundwat er during this sanpling event is presented in Figure 7

The groundwat er sanples contained a variety of nmetals and sone organi c conpounds. The nost pervasive
groundwat er contam nati on was detected in the shall ow groundwater nonitoring well sanples, particularly from
the location directly downgradient fromthe site

MCLs ( Maxi mum Cont am nant Level s) were exceeded for arsenic, chromum iron, |ead and manganese in nost of
the sanples. Trichloroethene, with a MCL of 5 ug/l, was detected at an estimated concentration of 7 ug/l in
the industrial well onsite. This chemcal will be sanpled further during QU #2 for groundwater

Phase One. During phase one of the R in Decenber 1991 and January to February 1992 tenporary wells were
installed. Existing and newy installed shallow permanent nonitoring wells were sanpled and anal yzed for the
conplete TAL. One sanple was anal yzed for purgeabl e organi ¢ conpounds in addition to the TAL

G oundwat er concentrations for chrom um and ni ckel were highest in tenporary nonitoring wells near the
southern site property boundary. The nost pervasive groundwater contanmination was detected in the shall ow
permanent monitoring well |ocated west and directly adjacent and downgradient fromthe former drainfield area
north of the facility building (groundwater sanpling data fromtenporary and permanent nonitoring wells is
depicted in Figures 8 and 9, respectively). The sanple collected fromthis area contai ned the highest
concentrations of chrom um copper, nickel, and zinc.

The sanpl es collected fromthe deeper nonitoring wells (Figure 9) and the onsite industrial well did not
contain any detectable chrom um nickel, or copper. Overall the deeper nonitoring wells and the onsite
industrial well yielded sanpl es which had | ow concentrations of the metals conpared to the shall ow nonitoring
wel | s.

The ground water sanples fromsix shallow nonitoring wells were anal yzed for hexaval ent chromum Hexaval ent
chromumis a nore toxic formof the netal than trivalent chromum No hexaval ent chrom umwas detected in
any of the sanples.

Phase one of the R detected groundwater sanples with inorganic concentrati ons which exceed drinking water
st andar ds.

Phase Two. Phase 2 Rl field activities were conducted in May, 1992. The purpose of this groundwater
sanpling event was to confirmthe Phase 1 results and/or identify the necessity for any additional
groundwat er sanpling. Two deep nmonitoring wells were installed and sanpled for the conplete TAL. The 13
existing wells were al so sanpl ed and anal yzed for the sane paraneters. The concentrations of selected
inorganic anal ytes identified in the groundwater sanples are presented in Figure 10.

Chrom um copper, lead and zinc were not detected in any groundwater sanples fromthe shall ow nonitoring
wells. N ckel exceeded the MCL in only one well.

The results fromthe newy installed nmonitoring wells did not



appear to coincide with previous sanpling results or with the current groundwater data. Chromum |ead, and
ni ckel were detected only in the two new deep nonitoring wells and not in any of the other deep wells. The
concentration of these three netals were at |ow concentrations slightly above their detection limts. The
chrom um concentration was slightly above the State drinking water standard. The concentration of al um num
found in these two sanples was two orders of magnitude higher than was found in any other sanple. Based on
these results, and the sanmple clarity with respect to that obtained in all other sanples it appears that the
sanpl es may have been collected prior to conplete devel opment. Another sanpling event will deternine nore
representative groundwater conditions

The results fromthe third round of sanpling since April 1991 indicate significantly |ower concentrations for
nost of the inorganics detected when conpared to the results fromthe second round of sanpling. The

anal ytical results of the second and third round of groundwater sanpling have indicated | ower concentrations
of inorganic contam nation than the first round of groundwater sanpling. The R Report concluded that the
particles responsible for elevated | evels of netals such as chrom um and nickel, found in early sanpling
events, had been renmoved as a result of additional well devel opnent conducted during the RI. The report also
determined that the last sanpling results are the nost representative of groundwater quality and that nicke
nmay be the only contam nant of concern at the Standard Auto Bunper site. Additional field work will be
perforned to confirmthe condition of the groundwater during operable unit #2

5.5.4 Surface Water and Sedi nent

Three sedi ment sanples and surface water sanples were collected in Red Road Canal and anal yzed for TCL/ TAL
and TAL, respectively. The sedinment sanples contained netals which did not appear to be related to the site,
with the exception of |ead at a maxi num concentration of 120 ng/kg. The surface water sanples fromthe sane
| ocation contained no detectable chrom um copper, cadm um nickel, |lead, arsenic, or cyanide

The RI concluded that surface water data could not be correlated with the soil and groundwater data for the
site. Also the upgradient surface water concentrations were nearly identical to the downgradi ent
concentrations

6.0 SUWRRY COF SITE R SKS

As part of the RI/FS, EPA prepared a Baseline R sk Assessnent for the Standard Auto Bunper site in July 1992.
This risk assessment was carried out to characterize, in the absence of remedial action (i.e., the "noaction"
alternative), the current and potential threats to hunan health and the environnment that may be posed by
exposure to contamnants migrating fromthe soil. Results are contained in the Final Baseline R sk
Assessment, dated July 21, 1992. The assessment considers environmental media and exposure pathways that
could result in unacceptable |evels of exposure now or in the foreseeable future. Data collected and

anal yzed during the Rl provided the basis for the risk evaluation. The risk assessnent process can be
divided into four conmponents: contam nant identification, exposure assessnent, toxicity assessnment, and risk
characterization

6.1 Chemcals of Concern

The risk assessnment began by evaluating the soils data in the Rl to identify the chemcals nost likely to
contribute a majority of the risk. Five contamnants in the surface soils were selected to represent the
maj or potential health risks at the site based on concentrations at the site, toxicity, andphysical/chenica
properties that affect transport and noverment. Chemical data fromthe 16 surface soil sanples (the contro
or background sanpl e was not included) used to identify potential contam nants of concern (COCs) is shown on
Table 3. The Baseline Ri sk Assessnment Report determned that chrom um copper, |ead, nickel and zinc were
CCs at this site.

6.2 Exposure Assessment
Soil contami nant mgration by way of surface water runoff is not likely at this site. The railroad spur

directly west and adjacent to the site is significantly higher in elevation than the site. Infiltration
t hrough the sandy soil would be expected to be relatively rapid. Surface floods have not been observed at



this site during the Rl. The renoval action and this renedial action reduces the |ikelihood of this pathway
occurring.

The depth to groundwater at the Standard Auto Bunper site is typically four to six feet bel ow ground surface.
Mobi | e soil contaninants above the water table posed the principal threat as they can nigrate to the
groundwat er and thus pose a risk to the Biscayne Aquifer, which is the sole source of rmunicipal drinking

wat er for southeast Florida.

Exposur e pat hways consi st of four elenents: 1) a source and nechani smof chem cal release to the
environnent, 2) a retention or transport mechanismfor the rel eased chenical, 3) a point of potential hunman
contact with the contam nated nedium and 4) a human uptake route (intake of contam nated nedia) at the point
of exposure.

Currently, the site and the surrounding area is an industrial setting made up of nunerous snall businesses.
The cl osest residents to the site are 350 feet to the west beyond the Red Road Canal. Therefore, exposure
pat hways coul d i nvol ve onsite workers for current use and residents for potential future use. Based upon the
four elenents above, the exposure analysis identified the follow ng exposure pathways:

I inhalation of fugitive dust fromthe surface soils by onsite workers, site visitors, or hypothetica
future residents

incidental ingestion of surface soils by onsite workers, site visitors, or hypothetical future
residents

dermal contact with surface soils by onsite workers, site visitors, or hypothetical future residents

The hypothetical future resident scenario was applied to an adult resident and a child resident. Reasonable
maxi num exposur e poi nt concentrations of chemcals of concern in air, surface soils, and subsurface soils
were estimated to quantify intakes of chemicals for each exposure pathway. General assunptions for the

cal cul ation of the intake factor regardl ess of pathway and specific assunptions for each exposure scenario
are used to estinmate intakes. These assunptions are contained in Appendix B. The Appendi x al so contains the
exposure paraneters for each receptor

Reasonabl e maxi mum exposure poi nt concentrati ons of COCs are estinmated on the basis of transport and

di spersion nodeling and/or field neasurenent. These concentrations are used to estimate intakes of chemicals
for each exposure pathway. For the onsite worker, the intake factor for inhalation of fugitive dust is
1.9E-1 ni3]/kg-day for noncarcinogens and 6.9E-2 ni3]/kgday for carcinogens; for incidental ingestion of
soils is 4.9E-7 my/ kg-day for noncarcinogens and 1.7E-7 ng/ kg-day for carcinogens; and for dermal contact
with soils is 2.0E- 8 ng/kg-day for noncarcinogens and 7.0E-9 nmg/ kg-day for carcinogens. Intake factors for
all exposure pathway scenarios are provided in Table 4.

The site is likely to continue to be used for business or industry in the future; however, the potential for
future land use to be residential does exist given the proximty of the residents.

6.3 Toxicity Assessment

To assess the possible toxicol ogical effects fromexposure, health effects criteria are derived froma review
of health and environnmental standards and published toxicol ogi cal studies.

For risk assessment purposes, individual pollutants are separated into two categories of chemical toxicity,
dependi ng on whet her they exhibit carcinogenic or noncarci nogenic effects.

Carci nogens. Slope factors (SFs) have been devel oped by EPA' s Carcinogenic Assessnent Group for estinating
excess lifetine cancer risks associated with exposure to potentially carcinogenic COCs. Sfs, which are
expressed in units of (ng/kg-day)[-1], are nultiplied by the estimted intake of a potential carcinogen, in
ny/ kg-day, to provide an upper-bound estimate of the excess lifetine cancer risks associated with exposure at
that intake level. The term "upper bound" reflects the conservative estimate of the risks calculated from



the SF. Use of this approach nmakes underestimati on of the actual cancer risk highly unlikely. Slope factors
are derived fromthe results of human epi dem ol ogi cal studies or chronic ani nal bioassays to which

ani mal -t o- human extrapol ati on and uncertainty factors have been applied (e.g., to account for the use of
animal data to predict effects on humans). Slope factors for the identified COCs are presented in Table 5

Noncar ci nogens. Reference doses (RfDs) have been devel oped by EPA for indicating the potential for adverse
health effects from exposure to COCs exhi biting noncarci nogenic effects. RfDs, which are expressed in units
of ng/kg-day, are estimates of lifetime daily exposure | evels for hunmans including sensitive individuals and
are listed for site COCs in Table 6. Estinmated intakes of COCs from environnmental nedia (e.g., the anount of
a COC ingested fromcontam nated drinking water) can be conpared to the RFD. RfDs are derived from hunan

epi demi ol ogi cal studies or aninmal studies to which uncertainty factors have been applied (e.g., to account
for the use of animal data to predict effects on humans).

6.4 Characterization of R sk

Pot enti al noncarci nogeni ¢ and carci nogeni c risks posed by the chem cals of concern in the vari ous exposure
pat hways were eval uated. Noncarci nogeni c effects are characterized by conparing estinated chemi cal intakes
with chemical -specific RfDs and are expressed as the hazard quotient. Individual hazard quotients are summed
for all chemicals in an exposure pathway to provide the Hazard Index (H). H values for the site are shown
in Table 7.

The val ues exceeding unity indicate potential unacceptabl e noncarcinogenic risk. Al chenicals of concern
posed cumul ati ve hazard indi ces bel ow one for each exposure pathway, with the exception of the future child
resident scenario. The H for ingestion of surface soils for this child receptor is 8.5 due to the chrom um
and nickel in the soil

Potential risks fromlead exposure were cal culated for children using the Uptake Biokinetic Mdel, since
children are very sensitive to | ead exposure. The assessnment determned that the | evel of contam nation
woul d result in a blood-lead | evel below 10 ug/dL, the level of concern, if a famly with a child established
a residence at this site in the future



TABLE 5

CARCI NOGENI C TOXICI TY VALUES FOR
CONTAM NANTS OF CONCERN
I'N SURFACE SO LS

I NGESTI ON | NHALATI ON DERVAL
SLOPE FACTOR SLOPE FACTOR SLOPE FACTOR

CONTAM NANT (ng/ kg-day) [ - 1] (ng/ kg- day) [ - 1] (ng/ kgday) [ - 1]
Chrom um NA 4. 2E+1 2. 0E+2
Copper NA NA NA
Lead NA NA NA
N ckel NA 8. 4[ *] NA
Zinc NA NA NA

* Integrated Risk Information Systemor Health Affects Assessnent Summary Tabl es (HEAST), 1991.
Adjusted froman SF to an absorbed dose SF.
NA - Not Avail abl e

Source: Final Baseline R sk Assessnent for the Standard Auto Bunper Site



TABLE 6

NONCARCI NOGENI C TOXI A TY VALUES FOR
CONTAM NANTS OF CONCERN
I'N SURFACE SO LS

| NHALATI ON I NGESTI ON ADJUSTED
Rf D Rf D DERVAL RfD

CONTAM NANT (no/ kg- day) (ng/ kg- day) (no/ kgday)
Chrom um 5.7.1E-7[ 1] 5. OE- 3[ 1] 2. 5E2[ 2]
Copper NA 3. 7E- 2[ 1] 0.185[ 2]
Lead NA NA NA
N ckel NA 2.0E-2[ 1] 0.1[2]
Zinc NA 2. 0E-1[ 1] 1[ 2]

1. Integrated Risk Information Systemor Health Affects Assessment Summary Tabl es (HEAST), 1991.
2. Adjusted froman oral dose to an absorbed dose RFD.

NA - Not Avail abl e

Source: Final Baseline R sk Assessnent for the Standard Auto Bunper Site



TABLE 7
HAZARD | NDI CES

FOR NONCARCI NOGENS FOUND I N SURFACE SO L

Fugi tive Dust
I nhal ation

Cont am nant

Chrom um
Copper
Lead

N ckel

Zi nc

HAZARD | NDEX:

Onsite
Wor ker

8.5E-5

I ngestion of Surface Soils

Cont am nant

Chrom um
Copper
Lead

N ckel

Zi nc

HAZARD | NDEX:

Dermal Cont act
Wth Surface Soils

Cont am nant

Chr om um
Copper
Lead

N ckel

Zi nc

HAZARD | NDEX:

HAZARD | NDEX:

Onsite
Wor ker

0.12

0. 0038
NA

0.14

0. 00045

0. 269

Onsite
Wor ker

1. 2E-3
3.7E-5

1. 4E-3
4. 4E-6

0. 0026

ACRCSS ALL PATHWAYS 0. 27

NA - Not Avail abl e
Source: Final

Basel i ne R sk Assessnent,

Hazard I ndi ces

Adul t Child
Resi dent Resi dent
0. 00012 0. 0006

NA NA

NA NA

NA NA

NA NA
0. 00012 0. 0006

Hazard | ndi ces

Adul t Child
Resi dent Resi dent
0.4 3.8
0.012 0.12
NA NA
0. 47 4.6
0.0014 0.014
0.88 8.5

Hazard | ndi ces

Adul t Child
Resi dent Resi dent
0. 0044 0. 0019
0. 00014 0. 00059

NA NA
0. 0053 0. 023
1. 6E-5 7.15E-5
0. 0026 0. 043
0. 88 8.5

July 21, 1992

Visitor

1

1

.9E-5
NA
NA
NA
NA

.9E-5

Visitor

0. 064
0. 0019
NA

0.075
0. 00023

0.14

Visitor

o

o

. 00068

.0E-5
NA

. 0008

.4E-6

. 0015

.14



Carcinogenic risks are estimated as the increnental probability of a person devel oping cancer over a lifetine
as a result of exposure to a potential carcinogen. The chemcal intake level is multiplied by the cancer
potency factor. An excess lifetine cancer risk of 1E-6 indicates that an individual has a one in one nillion
addi ti onal chance of devel opi ng cancer over a 70-year lifetime as a result of site-related exposure to a

car ci nogen under the specific exposure conditions at a site.

The NCP states that sites should be renediated to chem cal concentrations that correspond to an upper-bound
lifetine cancer risk to an individual not exceeding 10[-6] to 10[-4] excess lifetine risk. Carcinogenic risk
level s that exceed this range indicate the need for performng remedial action at a site. The carcinogenic
risk levels are shown in Table 8. No carcinogenic risks |levels exceeded 10E-6, except for the child resident
scenario. The carcinogenic risk |level fromsurface soils for the child receptor is 2.5E-5, due to the risk
from chrom um and nickel inhalation. The estinmate of carcinogenic risk is conservative and may overestinate
the actual risk due to exposure

In summary, an unaccept abl e noncar ci nogeni ¢ and carcinogenic risk is present, primarily from chrom um and
nickel at this site. Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis site, if not addressed
by i nplenmenting the response action selected in this ROD, may present an i nmnent and substanti al
endangernent to public health, welfare, or the environnent.

6.5 Environnental R sks

The ecol ogi cal effects due to rel eases fromcontam nated soils are not expected to be significant for a
variety of reasons. First, this site does not provide habitat resources for wildlife, due to the industria
nature of the site. Second, the site and canal data and the nature of the relationship of the canal to the
site do not indicate there is an offsite environmental risk. The sanpling data for surface water fromthe
nearby Red Road Canal indicates no relation to site contam nation. Al so, canal sedinents indicate mnor

I evel s of contamination that cannot be linked to the site, due to the high amount of traffic and industria
activity between the site and canal. DERM has been nade aware of the findings. It is likely that the |ead
and zinc could be a result of traffic or industrial influences and not the site. Contam nation via surface
wat er discharge is not likely due to the businesses, elevated railroad, and four-lane road | ocated between
the site and the canal

7.0 REMEDI ATI ON GCALS

Ri sk Assessnent renedi ati on goal s were devel oped for chrom um and ni ckel based upon the exceedance of
acceptabl e EPA standards (1 for hazard index and 10[-6] for risk level) for the child receptor for the COCs.
The remedi ati on goal was devel oped to provide a level that would result in a risk level of less than 10[-6]
and a hazard index of less than 1.0. Under these conditions, the remediation goal of total chromiumis 519
ng/ kg, hexaval ent chromiumis 52 ng/kg, and nickel is 1600 nmg/ kg



TABLE 8

CARCI NOGENI C RI SK LEVELS

FOR SURFACE SO LS

Pat hway
Fugi ti ve Dust
I nhal ati on

Chrom um
N ckel

I ngesti on of
Surface Soils (Lead)

Dermal Contact with
Surface Soils (Lead)

TOTAL R SK
FROM SURFACE SQ L:

NA - Not Avail abl e

Sour ce:

Basel i ne R sk Assessnent,

Onsite Worker

7.6E-10
7.6E 11

8.4E- 10

Ri sk Level
Adul t Child
Resi dent Resi dent
1.2E-9 2.3E-5
1.2E-10 2.3E-6
NA NA
NA NA
1.3E-9 2.5E-5

July 21, 1992

Vi sitor

6. 7E- 11
6. 5E- 12

7.4E- 11



The EPA determ ned that nickel and chrom umsoil renediation goals (maxi numsoil concentrations of nickel and
chrom un) are necessary to also protect groundwater. These renediation goals are designed to insure that

|l eachate fromthe soil will not cause concentrations of these netals in groundwater to exceed the MCLs. This
is inportant because the Biscayne Aquifer is located beneath the site and is the sole source of rmunicipa
drinking water for southeast Florida.

Three groundwat er nodels were used to determ ne these soil renediation goals. The fate and transport nodel
MULTI MED, was used to calculate the levels of contribution to groundwater that woul d be caused by given soi

I evel s of nickel and chromium The geochem cal, netals speciation nodel, M NTEQA2, was used to determine the
relative nobilities of nickel, chromium and other possible contam nants at the site. And, finally, the
results of MILTI MED were cross-checked with a | eaching-flow continuity nodel, the SUMERS MODEL, to arrive at
the final soil cleanup | evel for nickel

N cke

A soil/water distribution coefficient (Kd) for nickel of 35 mlligrans of nickel/kilogramof soil per
mlligramof nickel/liter of water (or 35 1/kg) was determned for the site by EPA's Environnental Research
Laboratory. This Kd is fairly low, indicating that divalent nickel (the common species of nickel in surface
and groundwater) is considerably nore soluble and nobile than nany other netals, such as lead or trivalent
chromium Using this Kd, the soil cleanup |evel calculated for nickel was 370 ng/kg. This cleanup |evel
shoul d insure that nickel |eaching fromthe soil will not result in a groundwater concentration exceedi ng the
ni ckel MCL of 0.100 nmg/l (100 ug/l). This level of 370 ng/kg, for the protection of groundwater, is
considerably nore stringent than the protective level for direct exposure to soil calculated in the risk
assessnent (1600 ny/kg).

Chrom um

Chromi um can exist in one or both of two oxidation states under nornal environnmental conditions: trivalent
chromum[O (I11)] and hexavalent chromium[C (VM )]. Chrom umcan be converted between the two oxidation
states, but typically it does not. For O (lll) to be oxidized to Cr(Vl), a catalyst and an oxi di zi ng agent
(such as manganese di oxi de), must usually be present under very acid conditions. The nmobilities of the two
species of chromumare also quite different. C(VI) is extrenely nobile, even nore so than nickel; but
C(lIl) is virtually imobile. O(l11) is very insoluble and adsorbs strongly to soil particles.

EPA analysis for O (M) in the groundwater indicated none present, with a mnimumdetection |evel of 10 ug/l.
Back-cal cul ating this |evel through the MULLTI MED nodel showed 10 ug/l in the groundwater woul d be equival ent
toonly 0.05 ng/kg of O (M) in the soil. This indicates that virtually all chrom um present nmust be C(II1)
and that particulate transport of O (ll1l) on colloidal material is the nost |ikely mechanismthrough which O
is found in the groundwater. Wile this mechani smcannot be nodel ed at present, a reasonable assunption is
that adsorption of these colloidal particles onto the aquifer matrix woul d decrease the neasurabl e anount of
total C in the groundwater over tine

Because of the uncertainties of nodeling the fate and colloidal transport of Cr(l11), a toxicol ogical
approach was used. This approach considers the uncertainty of both the oxidation states of chrom um and

t oxi col ogi cal effects of both &(M) and O (l11). This approach resulted in a soil cleanup recomrendation
for total chrom umof 519 ng/ kg and hexaval ent chrom um of 52 ng/ kg, based on an inhalation risk, which wll
also insure that any | eachate fromthe site will not cause the State drinking water standard (0.1 ng/l) or
MCL (0.1 ng/l) for chromumto be exceeded.

QG her Renedi ation Consi derations

H gh soil concentrations of nickel and chromumare typically found at the site in areas which also contain

t he hi ghest concentrations of other nmetals, such as copper, lead, and zinc. These nmetals would be renoved as
ni ckel and chromumis renoved, therefore reducing the overall curul ative risk bel ow protective |evels for
both soil and groundwater. In cleaning up soils above the water table at the site which contain nickel above
370 ng/ kg, total chrom um above 519 ny/ kg, and hexaval ent chroni um above 52 ng/ kg these protective |evels
woul d be attained.



These soil cleanup goals are expected to insure that drinking water standards would not be exceeded in the
downgr adi ent groundwater. This expectation, subject to verification by groundwater nonitoring, would

mni m ze the neasures necessary for groundwater remedi ation which will be addressed in QU #2. These cl eanup
goals will also reduce the risks associated with direct health threats to a child, considering the future
child resident scenario, to protective |evels.

Based on anal ytical data collected during the Rl and presented in the Rl Report, a total of 2500 cy of soil
are estimated to contain contam nants above the soil renedial goals of 370 ny/ kg nickel, 519 ng/kg total
chrom um and 52 ng/ kg hexaval ent chrom um

8.0 DESCRI PTI ON CF ALTERNATI VES

A feasibility study was conducted to devel op and eval uate remedial alternatives for contam nated soils at the
Standard Auto Bunper site. Renedial alternatives were assenbl ed from applicabl e renedi al technol ogy process

options and were initially evaluated for effectiveness, inplenentability, and cost. The alternatives neeting

these criteria were then eval uated and conpared to nine criteria required by the NCP. The NCP al so requires

that a noaction alternative be considered at every site to serve primarily as a point of conparison for other
al ternatives.

8.1 Alternative 1 - No Action

Capital Cost: O

Present Worth (PW Operation & Miintenance (8 Cost: $94, 700
Total PW $94, 700

Months to Inplement: None

This alternative does not provide any remedial activities to address the source of contam nation.
Contaminants in the soil would continue to | each into the groundwater. Monitoring for at |east 30 years
woul d be included to evaluate trends in the contam nants' concentrations in the groundwater due to the
continued mgration of contamnants in the soil. Existing nonitoring wells would be used for long-term
gr oundwat er moni tori ng.

Because this alternative would result in contam nants renmmining onsite, CERCLA requires that the site be
reviewed every five years. |If indicated by the review, renedial actions would be inplenented at that tine to
renmove or treat the contami nated soil.

The No Action alternative was considered as a baseline option for conparison to other renedial action
al ternatives.

8.2 Alternative 2 - Excavation and Ofsite D sposal

Capital Cost: $298, 000 Total PW $338, 186
PW QoM  $40, 186 Months to Inplement: Two

This alternative would consist of excavating the contam nated soil and loading it onto trucks and hauling it
toa Florida dass | solid waste landfill. After excavation, clean backfill material would be placed and the
area woul d be regraded.

The landfill requires all soils to be nonhazardous waste as defined by 40 CFR 261. Because it has been
confirned during the RI/FS that the soil at the site is neither characteristic or |isted hazardous waste,
DERM has approved the disposal of the contam nated soil at the county or other local landfill. Wastes are

considered to be RCRA characteristic if they exhibit Toxicity Characteristics (TC.

The TC rul e specifies chemcals which, if present in waste at or above regulatory levels set in the rule,
nmake the waste a hazardous waste. The contam nants at Standard Auto Bunper were bel ow the regul atory |evels.

The contam nated soil would be excavated to either the cleanup | evel or the point when the water table is



encountered. Dewatering would be very difficult at this site, due to the high transmssivity of the aquifer
G oundwater is estimated to be at a depth of 4 to 8 feet. Confirnation sanples would then be collected at
the base of any excavation not into the groundwater. If the results indicated that contaninants are stil
above cl eanup |l evels (370 ng/ kg nickel, 52 ng/kg hexaval ent chromum and 519 ng/kg total chrom um, then
addi tional soil would be renmoved until the cleanup level is met or groundwater is reached. If all cleanup
goal s were attained the area would be backfilled with clean soil. For optimal performance of this renedia
action alternative, the soils would be excavated during dry periods of the year. As determined in the

previ ous section, the site contains separate bl ocks of areas to be excavated. At a mninmum excavati on woul d
occur in the areas indicated on Figure 11. The total volune to be excavated woul d be approxi mately 2500
cubi ¢ yards.

The excavated soil would be placed in containers or trucks by standard dirt-lifting equipnent, such as a
backhoe, and transported to the landfill. DERMwould be notified that the soil would be taken to the
landfill. Transportation routes to the landfill would be established for safe transport.

Peri odi c groundwater nonitoring would determne the effectiveness of the alternative at reducing mgration of
i norgani c conmpounds to the groundwater. Existing wells would be sanpled periodically for up to 5 years.

8.3 Alternative 3 - Excavation, Onsite Soil Washing, and Onsite Repl acenent

Capital Cost: $878, 000 Total PW $891, 650
PWQQs8M  $13, 650 Months to Inplenment: Seven

Alternative 3 consists of excavating the contam nated soils, washing the soil with the washwater and/or

sol vent, placenent of clean soil back into the excavated area, washwater treatnent, and sludge disposal. The
repl aced soil would be covered with clean soil and graded. Excavation would follow the procedure outlined in
Alternative 2 above.

As shown in Figure 12, the soil washing process would consist of a tenporary soil nixing/scrubbing unit to
uniformy distribute the solvent washwater in the soil. As the 2500 cy of excavated soil is placed in the
unit in batches, the washwater and solvent is mxed thoroughly with the contam nated soil. Rinse water is
then applied to the soil to renove any residuals. Any remaining washing agent within the soils would be
renmoved with a non-hazardous solvent. The clean rinsed soil would be sanpled to verify all contam nants neet
the cleanup goals. If all cleanup goals are nmet, the soil would be replaced on site and the excavation area
backfilled and regraded as needed. |If cleanup goals are not net, then the soil would be washed agai n

The col |l ected washwat er containing the contami nated soil particles would undergo dewatering treatment onsite,
such as gravity separation, flocculation, or vacuumfiltration. The concentrated fines fromthe dewatering
are estimated to be 10% of the original mass of the treated soil. These fines would be treated through
solidification or disposed in a RCRA hazardous waste | andfill, depending on the quantity and concentration of
t he contani nants.

The fines would be tested prior to offsite disposal. These fines would probably be characterized as RCRA
characteristic wastes for |ead, chromium cadm um or arsenic because the contam nants are concentrated into
the smaller volune of soil

The TCLP woul d be perforned on the concentrated fines fromthe soil washing process prior to disposal. |If
the fines exceed any of the | eachate regulatory levels, the fines would be handl ed as hazardous waste. For
offsite disposal the fines would be manifested by a |icensed hazardous waste haul er and transported to an
approved RCRA Subtitle C hazardous waste landfill. For onsite disposal, the fines would be treated to conply
with the TCLP regul atory levels. The rinse water may be treated before it would be recycled to the soi
washi ng process.

Screening level treatability tests perforned during the R indicated soil fromthe site was not anenable to
use of hydrochloric acid as an extracting agent, indicating another treatability test woul d be necessary
prior to actual application of this alternative



8.4 Aternative 4 - Excavation, Stabilization/Solidification and Onsite D sposa

Capital Cost: $232,000 Total PW $385, 225
PWOSM  $153, 225 Months to Inplement: Three

This alternative consists of excavating the contaninated soils, chemical stabilization/solidification of the
soils and placenment onsite. A treatnment diagramis provided on Figure 13. Excavation would follow the sane
procedure as described in the above alternative. The 2500 cy of excavated soil would then be placed on a
tenporary storage pad or directly into the fixation units.

Soi |l would be processed in the fixation units onsite with one or nore fixation/solidification agents such as
silicate and portland cenent or fly ash to ensure the new material renains non-hazardous, with respect to the
contanminant | eachability, and to ensure the contam nants do not contribute to groundwater degradation

Inside the process unit as the soil enters the m xer approxi mately 10% water is added along with the cenent
dry agent. The operation is simlar to cement mxing and when the mxture is at a wet concrete-like

consi stency, a liquid reagent can be added, which enhances chenical encapsul ati on of the netals.

This solidified mass can be transferred fromthe mxer using a punp to the desired placenent |ocation. The
mass woul d be tested for conpressive strength. Unconfined conpressive strength at the design cure period
woul d be at least 50 psi. Perneability would be required to be less than 10[-5] for land burial. The treated
soil would be replaced in excavation areas and is expected to undergo a 15-25%increase in volunme. The

speci fic placenent would be determ ned and eval uated during the renedi al design and woul d consi der the depth
of the water table. The fixation process units would be set up on site. Sanples would be required fromthe
treated soil to assure conpliance with longtermleachability criteria. The solidified nonolith would be
covered with soil and vegetated. Deed restrictions would be inplenmented to ensure the integrity of the
solidified material

For placement of treated soil below the surface, |ong-term O&M woul d include monitoring wells surrounding the
nonolith. Goundwater nonitoring woul d determine the effectiveness of the alternative at reducing mgration
of inorganic conpounds to the groundwater. Existing wells or new wells would be sanpled periodically for a
m ni mum of 30 years after the construction is conpleted

Onsite nai ntenance woul d al so be required and woul d i ncl ude checking the nonolith area for erosion. The
screening level treatability test perforned during the R indicated stabilization/solidification was
effective in reducing TCLP levels in nickel and copper. Lead was not affected and chrom um TCLP | evel s
increased but were still below TCLP regulatory levels. Another treatability test woul d be necessary prior to
inplenentation of this alternative to deternine optinmal stabilizing agents. However, this is a proven
treatnent for netal -contam nated wastes

9.0 SUWARY COF COVPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES

The remedi al alternatives developed in the FS for contam nated soil were analyzed in detail using nine
evaluation criteria. The resulting strengths and weaknesses of the alternatives were then weighed to
identify the alternative providing the best bal ance anong the nine criteria. These criteria are 1) overal
protection of human health and the environnent; 2) conpliance with applicable or relevant and appropriate
requirenents (ARARS); 3) reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatnent; 4) long-term

ef fectiveness and permanence; 5) short-termeffectiveness; 6) inplementability; 7) cost; 8) state acceptance;
and 9) community acceptance. The first two criteria are essential and nust be met before an alternative is
considered further. The next five criteria are used to further evaluate all options that neet the first two
criteria. The final two criteria are used to further evaluate the proposed plan after the public coment
peri od has ended and comments fromthe comunity and the State have been received. This evaluation of each
of the alternatives against the nine criteria is sumarized bel ow.

Overall Protectiveness. Al of the alternatives except the no action alternative are protective of hunman
health and the environment and conply with the ARARs identified for the site or obtain an equival ent |evel of
performance. Therefore, Alternative 1, no action, is not acceptable and will not be considered further. Risk
of exposure fromfurther migration of the contam nants through the soil to the groundwater is reduced in



Alternatives 3 and 4 by treating the contam nated soil to the cleanup levels and in Alternative 2 by renoving
the contam nated soil to the cleanup levels. Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 all provide protection from

contam nant nigration fromthe soil to the groundwater. |In addition, risk associated with the child resident
scenario is mninized by these alternatives.

Conpliance with ARARs. All alternatives would conply with the Federal and State action-specific ARARs.

Appl i cabl e action-specific requirenments woul d be the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)

regul ati ons (forhazardous wastes as defined by 40 CF.R 261). Because there are no RCRA |isted or
characteristic wastes at the site, this requirement would not apply to the soils. However, this requirenent
may apply to the treatnment residuals fromthe site, depending on whether they are listed or characteristic
wastes. Any hazardous waste woul d either be treated to | evels below the TCLP regulatory | evels or be taken
to a RCRA Subtitle C hazardous waste landfill.

Contaninated nmedia that is not listed or characteristic waste would need to be disposed in a Florida dass |
landfill, therefore the FDER Class | and RCRA Subtitle D landfill regulations would be applicable.

O her action-specific requirenents that would be appropriate are Departnent of Transportati on Hazardous
Materials Transportation rules for offsite transport, and National Air Quality Standards for excavation.
State action-specific requirenents that would apply are the Florida Arbient Air Quality Standards and the
Florida Air Pollution Rules.

No chemical -specific ARARs are avail able for soil and there are no | ocation-specific ARARs.
No wai ver from ARARs i s necessary to inplenent any alternatives.

Long- Term Ef f ecti veness and Pernmanence. Alternative 2 would renove all waste to a pernitted offsite
landfill, thereby elimnating any long-termrisks of exposure at the site. This alternative also offers a

hi gh degree of certainty that it will be executed successfully and is considered to be an irreversible
permanent renedy. Alternative 3 enploys an irreversible treatnent process to provide |ong-termeffectiveness
and pernmanence to reduce hazards posed by all known wastes at the site. Alternative 4 utilizes treatnent to
achieve slightly less long-termeffectiveness. The stabilization/solidification process does have a | ow
potential to | each contanminants in the future and therefore may not be as permanent as the other two
alternatives. However, this technol ogy has been denonstrated to be effective at simlar sites and
long-termmnitoring of the groundwater woul d detect any breakdown of the treatnent remedy. Alternative 4
would rely on institutional controls to ensure future integrity of the solidified material, by requiring deed
restrictions.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Volume. Alternative 2 would reduce the toxicity, nobility, and vol une of
contanminants at the site. This alternative would not utilize treatment; however, the estimted 2500 cy of
waste woul d be transported to a permtted landfill offsite where nobility would be reduced by containing the
contam nated soil in a secure landfill. However, toxicity and volume would not be reduced. Alternatives 3
and 4 use treatnent or fixation technologies to reduce the inherent hazards posed by the soil contam nants at
the site. These two alternatives would satisfy the statutory preference for treatment as a principal

el ement, to the nmaxi mum extent practicable.

The stabilization/solidification process in Alternative 4 encapsul ates the soil contam nated with heavy
netals, reducing the mobility of the netals. There is a small potential for the fixation process not to

mai ntain the contam nants in the chem cal bond in the long-term thereby initiating risk of contam nants
mgrating to the groundwater. Treatability tests would mnimze this possibility. The
stabilization/solidification process in Alternative 4 increases the soil volune by the addition of cenenting
materials and/or additives. The increase in volunme is estimated to be fifteen to twenty-five percent of the
original waste naterial.

Soil washing in Alternative 3 uses chemical interactions to reduce the toxicity, nobility or volunme of the
soil contaminants to | evel s which are protective of groundwater. However, this technol ogy has not
denmonstrated full capability of attaining the cleanup goals. Alternative 3 would require additional
managenent of residuals.



The treatment process for this alternative woul d reduce the volunme of contam nated soil by washing the
contam nants fromthe soil into a concentrated waste stream This snaller volunme of waste contains the finer
soil particles, contaninants and some washwater. The washwater would require treatment and the concentrated
contam nated fine soil would require treatnent or offsite RCRA hazardous waste disposal. The soil washing
process in Alternative 3 would render approximately 90% of the soil uncontam nated.

Short-termeffectiveness. Alternative 2, 3, and 4 are expected to be protective of human health and the

envi ronnent throughout construction and inplenentation. Simlar risk exists for all alternatives to workers,
the community and the environment during excavation and treatnent or renoval. Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 woul d
i nvol ve inpl enenting dust control neasures during excavation of the soils to prevent release of increased
particulates into the atnosphere

Alternatives 2 and 4 would provide protectiveness in a relatively short time, conpared to Alternative 3. A
construction period of only one month for Alternative 2 and two to three nonths for Alternative 4 would be
required to achieve short-termprotection. Alternative 2 poses a risk during transportati on of the

contam nated soil to the offsite facility and Alternatives 3 and 4 pose a risk during the treatnent process.
Careful inplenentation of standard safety protocols would |l essen this risk

Alternative 3 is anticipated to have the |east short-termeffectiveness. Aternative 3 would require the

| ongest inplenentation time of five to seven nonths. This alternative poses a risk of accidental exposure to
the soil washing additive. A so, there is a risk the cleanup goals nmay not easily be net during the soil
washi ng, which would require additional washes and additives. This would slow the process. Aternative 3
requires treatability tests to determ ne effectiveness and optinal design, prior to starting.

Inpl erentation. Alternative 2 would not require specialized nmaterials, and equi prent beyond common
excavation equipnent. Alternative 2 is a proven technique and would not require treatability studies. Prior
to disposing offsite, this alternative would require coordination with the landfill. Aternatives 2 and 3
woul d require less future &V than Al ternative 4 since the contamination is renoved fromthe site or the
soils, respectively.

Alternatives 3 and 4 would both require specialized equipnent, materials, and | abor, which is available from
a variety of vendors. There are nore vendors available for stabilization/solidification in Alternative 4
that have denonstrated effectiveness than for soil washing in Alternative 3. The solidification process of
Alternative 4 can be conducted onsite in a suitable area which is |arge enough for portions of the soil to be
processed and allow for workers to operate the equipnent. A ternative 3 would require nore el aborate process
equi pnent than Alternative 4, which would drive up the cost. Treatability tests would be required for
Alternatives 3 and 4 to ensure that the soil washing would renove the contaninants to concentrations bel ow
the cleanup goals, and to ensure the mxtures of fixation agents would prevent the contam nants from | eaching
into the groundwater, respectively. However, the nature of the contam nants and the characteristics of the
soi |l have been shown to be nore responsive to the treatnment process in Alternative 4 than Alternative 3

Soil washing (Alternative 3) has been selected as the renedial alternative at other Superfund sites; however,
the cleanup goals for these sites were higher than those for this site. Al so, soil washing was not shown to
be as effective as stabilization/solidification for the contaninants at the site in small scale treatability
tests and soil washing requires a larger area for the process operation than the fixation alternative

Cost. Alternative 2 is the nost economical alternative with a total present worth cost of $338,186. This
alternative offers simlar protectiveness conpared to the other alternatives and is a proven techni que
Alternative 4 has a total present worth cost of $385,225. The higher cost of Alternative 4 is primarily due
to the O& which accounts for 40% of the total cost.

The soil washing process drives the high capital cost of $878,000 for Alternative 3 and the | ow O&M cost of
$13, 650 does not totally replace the | oss of noney to capital outlay. This alternative's total present worth
cost of $891,650 is the |east econom cal wi thout providing additional protectiveness.

It is assuned for all alternatives that construction would begin within one year.

State Acceptance. The State of Florida, as represented by the Florida Department of Environnental Regul ation



(FDER), has been the support agency during the Renedial Investigation and Feasibility Study process for the
Standard Auto Bunper site. In accordance with 40 CFR 300.430, as the support agency FDER has provided input
during this process. Based upon comments received fromFDER it is expected that concurrence will be
forthcom ng; however, a fornal |etter of concurrence has not yet been received.

Community Acceptance. The |ocal Dade County Departnent of Environmental Resources (DERM has been invol ved
with this site. EPA has consulted DERMon the site and the alternatives. DERMand EPA will continue to work
together to provide the best renedial action which mnimzes the potential for inpacts to the nearby

busi nesses and residents to the site. DERM has provi ded assurance that the soil may be sent to a Florida
dass | Landfill.

During the 30-day public comment period, no comments were received fromthe community. The public neeting at
whi ch EPA presented the proposed plan was attended by three people. Overall, there has been very little
community interest at this site throughout the Superfund process, even though over 400 proposed plans were
sent to the community, nedia, and governnent officials and newspaper articles have highlighted this site.
There is no indication the public would not support the sel ected renedy.

10.0 SELECTED REMEDY

Based upon consideration of the requirenents of CERCLA, the NCP, the detail ed analysis of alternatives and
public and state comments, EPA has selected a source control renedy for this site. At the conpletion of this
remedy, the risk associated with this site has been calculated at |ess than 10[-6] for carcinogens and | ess
than one for noncarci nogens, which is determned to be protective of human health and will be protective of
the environnent. The total present worth cost of the selected renedy, Alternative 2, is estinmated at

$338, 186.

A.  SOURCE CONTROL
Source control renmediation will address the contam nated soils at the site. Source control shall include
excavation of contam nated soils, transportation to a Florida dass | landfill, backfilling the excavated

area and site nonitoring.

A. 1. The major conponents of the source control to be inplenented include:

Conpl ete excavation fromthe surface soils of soil contam nated with total chrom um hexaval ent
chrom um or nickel above 519 ng/kg, 52 ng/kg, and 370 ng/ kg, respectively, or interface with the
wat er table (approximately 2500 cubic yards).

Ofsite disposal of the excavated soil at a Florida Cass | landfill,

Backfilling the excavated areas with clean fill, and

G oundwat er nonitoring for the contam nants of concern for up to 5 years.
A 2. Performance Standards.

The performance standards for this conponent of the selected remedy include, but are not limted to, the
foll owi ng excavati on and di sposal standards:

a. Excavation Standards

Excavation shall continue until the renaining soil achieves the maxi numlevels below or until the water table
is reached. Al excavation shall conply with ARARs, including but not limted to the Clean Air Act, Florida
Air Pollution Rules, Florida Anbient Air Quality Standards, Subtitle D requirenents, and DOT requirenents.

Al work at the site shall conply with CSHA requirenments. Testing nethods approved by EPA or that are the
best avail abl e technol ogy shall be used to determine if the maxi mum ni ckel and chrom um concentration | evel s
shown bel ow have been achieved in the remaining soil.



Total Chrom um 519 ng/ kg
Hexaval ent Chrom um 52 my/ kg
N ckel 370 my/ kg

The soil cleanup |levels are necessary to ensure that mgration of all the contaninants into the groundwater

is mnimzed and were devel oped during the R sk Assessnent based on risk to human health and the environnent
(the groundwater). Ceanup to these standards will ensure that contam nants do not continue to mgrate into
the groundwater and human health risks are reduced to protective |evels.

b. Disposal Standards

Transportation of the contam nated soil will be conducted in accordance with DOT regul ati ons. The excavated
soil shall be transported fromthe site to the Aass | landfill (liner and | eachate collection) using
approved transportation routes for safe transport. Al soil to be disposed of offsite nmust neet the
following criteria:

1 Non- hazar dous waste as defined by the TCLP test (40 CFR 261)
The landfill nust neet FDER Class | landfill regul ations.
B. COWPLI ANCE TESTI NG

G oundwat er nonitoring shall be conducted at this site. After denonstration of conpliance wth Perfornance
Standards, the site groundwater shall be nmonitored for the contam nants of concern for up to five years to
verify that the renoval of the contam nated soil in excess of those levels set forth in paragraph A 2 does
mni mze the i npact these contam nants have on the quality of the underlying aquifer. |If nonitoring data
indicates the soils continue to be a source of groundwater contam nation after inplenmentation of the remedi al
action, EPA will re-evaluate the effectiveness of the remedy.

Because this remedy will not result in hazardous substances remai ning onsite above health-based | evels, the
five-year review will not be necessary at this site.

11.0 STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

EPA's primary responsibility at Superfund Sites is to select renedial actions that are protective of human
health and the environment. CERCLA also requires that the selected renedial action for the site conply with
applicable or relevant and appropriate environnental standards established under Federal and State
environnental |aws, unless a waiver is granted. The selected renedy nust al so be cost-effective and utilize
permanent treatnent technol ogi es or resource recovery technol ogies to the maxi nrumextent practicable. The
statute al so contains a preference for renedies that include treatnment as a principal elenent. The follow ng
sections discuss how the selected renedy for contam nated soils at the Standard Auto Bunper site neets these
statutory requirenents.

Protection of Human Heal th and Environment

The sel ected remedy protects hunman health and the environment by reducing |l evels of contaminants in the
source of contam nation, the soils, through excavation and containment. Elimnating the source of

contami nation will reduce levels of contaminants mgrating fromthe soils into the groundwater, and reduce
the threat to levels below 10[-6] for carcinogens and a Hazard | ndex of bel ow one for noncarci nogens for

future child residents ingesting contam nated soil. No unacceptable short-termrisks or cross-nedia inpacts
wi Il be caused by inplenentation of the renedy.

Conpl i ance with ARARs
Al ARARs will be net by the sel ected renedy.

Chemi cal - Specific ARARs. No chemi cal -specific ARARs apply to contam nated soils.



Action-Specific ARARs. Federal action-specific ARARs include the National Anbient Air Quality Standards
under the Clean Air Act. State action-specific ARARs include the Florida Air Pollution Rules FAC 17-2.1 and
Florida Arbient Air Quality Standards FAC 17-2. 3.

RCRA Land di sposal restrictions (LDRs) are not applicable or relevant and appropriate. The contam nated soi
at the site is not a listed or characteristic RCRA waste. |In studies conducted for the FS, the soil did not
exceed the regulatory TCLP criteria for chromiumand |ead (no regulatory | evel has been established for

ni ckel ).

Ni ckel, chromium and |lead are |isted CERCLA hazardous substances as defined by CERCLA 40 CFR 302. 4.

However, because the soil is a RCRA nonhazardous waste it nay be disposed in a permtted solid waste
landfill. Therefore the RCRA Subtitle D requirements and FDER dass | requirenments will apply to the
landfill and DERM requirenents for soil disposal in a local landfill wll also apply.

DOT requirements will be appropriate to consider during transport of the contaminated soil to the landfill.

Locati on-Specific ARARs. No location specific ARARs are applicable or relevant and appropriate for the site.
Cost - Ef fecti veness

After evaluating all of the alternatives which satisfy the two threshold criteria above, EPA has concl uded
the sel ected remedy affords the highest |evel of overall effectiveness proportional to its cost. Section
300.430(f)(1)(ii)(D) of the NCP also requires EPA to evaluate three out of the five balancing criteria

l ong-term effectiveness and pernmanence; reduction of toxicity, nobility or volunme through treatnment; and
short-termeffectiveness, to determ ne overall effectiveness. Cost-effectiveness is determ ned by eval uating
these balancing criteria to determne overall effectiveness. Overall effectiveness is then conpared to cost
to ensure that the renedy is cost-effective. The selected renedy provides for overall effectiveness in
proportion to its cost.

The estimated total present worth cost for the selected remedy is $338, 186

Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatnent Technol ogi es or Resource Recovery Technol ogi es
to the Maxi num Extent Practicable ("MEP")

EPA bel i eves the sel ected renedy represents the nmaxi mumextent to whi ch pernmanent sol utions can be utilized
in a cost-effective manner for the Standard Auto Bunper site. After evaluating the alternatives that are
protective of human health and the environnent and conply wth ARARs, EPA has determined that the sel ected
remedy provides the best balance in terns of the remaining criteria.

The sel ected remedy includes offsite disposal of untreated contam nated soil which does not satisfy the
preference for treatnent as a principal elenent. EPA has determi ned however that the benefits of this
alternative, asdeterm ned by the balancing and nodifying criteria, outweigh the di sadvantage of not enpl oyi ng
treatnent. Treatnment was found to be unnecessary for the waste at this site, due to the non-hazardous nature
of the contam nated soil, as defined by RCRA. However, a cleanup action is necessary to reduce the risk to
human health and the environnent to acceptable levels. |In making the deternmination for or against offsite

di sposal, the nodifying criteria of state acceptance was considered (Section 300.430(f)(1)(ii)(E) of the NCP
In light of this consideration, EPA decided after evaluating all nine criteria to sel ect excavation and
offsite disposal for this site

This sel ected remedy provides protectiveness; attains ARARs; offers long-termeffectiveness and pernanence;
and reduces toxicity, mobility, or volune of contaminants at the site. Excavation and offsite di sposa
requires the sinplest equipnent, the shortest inplenentation tine, and is the nost cost effective of all the
alternatives.

This remedy is consistent with future response actions that nay be considered for the site by addressing the
source of contam nation at the site. Source control reduces or elimnates the |evel of further action at the
site that would be necessary for QU #2, groundwater.



Preference for Treatnent as a Principal Elenent

The statutory preference for treatment is not satisfied by the selected renedy; however, excavation and
offsite disposal utilizes a cost-effective nethod to address the threats posed by conditions at the site.
The cl eanup objectives of the selected renedy address the health and environmental threats at the site:
direct contact with contam nated surface soil and mgration of soil contamnants to the groundwater. The
remedy will reduce the toxicity, nobility, and volume of the contam nants at the site and will provide

| ong-term effectiveness and permanence.

12.0 DOCUMENTATI ON OF SI GNI FI CANT CHANGES

The Proposed Plan was rel eased for public comrent during August and Septenber 1992. Three changes to the
Proposed Pl an have been made since its release and will be described in this section.

The Proposed Plan identified Alternative 4, excavation of contam nated soil, onsite
stabilization/solidification, and groundwater nonitoring, as the preferred alternative. One of the other
alternatives (Alternative 2) presented in the Proposed Plan and in the FS invol ved excavati on of contani nated
soils and offsite disposal. The original preference for Alternative 4 was based in part on the preference
for enploying an onsite treatnent alternative at a site. However, during the public comment period, staff at
FDER voi ced a preference for Alternative 2 because this alternative did not require the | ongterm O8M t hat
Alternative 4 required. Goundwater nonitoring for up to 30 years was necessary to ensure the integrity of
the stabilization/solidification treatment in Alternative 4. Upon re-evaluation of the two alternatives, the
offsite disposal remedy was deternined to be a nore reliable, |ong-termeffective, permanent, inplenentable,
and cost-effective renedy for the estimated quantity of contami nated soil at the Standard Auto Bunper site
than the stabilization/solidification renedy originally preferred.

The Proposed Plan did not state that institutional controls would be required for Alternative 4 to ensure the
integrity of the solidified material. EPA decided that deed restrictions would provide nore effective
longterm protectiveness for this alternative and has included it in the description of Alternative 4.

Lastly, the Proposed Plan stated a cl eanup goal for nickel only. EPA and FDER deci ded that a cl eanup goal was
al so necessary for chromumto ensure this contam nant was reduced to protective |levels during the
i npl enentati on of the renedy.



APPENDI X A
RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY

This summary presents all of the Agency's responses to comrents received fromthe community, local officials,
and potentially responsible parties (PRPs) for the Standard Auto Bumper site operable unit one, soils

A OVERVI EW

At the start of the public comment period, EPA released its selection for the preferred alternative via the
nmedi a and the proposed plan. EPA' s recomrended alternative was excavation of contam nated soil, onsite
stabilization/solidification, and groundwater nonitoring. Based on the comments received fromthe State of
Fl ori da and docunented herein, EPA reeval uated the alternati ves and sel ected another alternative. The
alternative specified in this Record of Decision involves excavation of contam nated soil and offsite

di sposal

Judging fromthe coments received fromthe residents in the community during the public comment period, the
community woul d not be adverse to excavation and offsite disposal. The local citizens did not voice
objections to any of the alternatives

B. BACKGROUND ON COVMUNI TY | NVOLVEMENT

Community interest in the Standard Auto Bunper site has been very limted dating back to the start of the
Renmedi al I nvestigation when EPA held a public availability session at the Henry M Filer M ddl e/ Comunity
School. The neeting, held on January 10, 1991, was announced in the | ocal newspaper and an EPA fact sheet.
The only person fromthe community who attended the neeting, was an enpl oyee of the Standard Auto Bunper
Corporation. EPA has nmade information on the site available at the local library and the Regional office in
Atlanta, CGeorgia. These files are updated as new material is generated concerning the site. During the
Remedi al Investigation/Feasibility Study, public interest remained at the sane low level. Calls the Agency
received regarding the site were fromfirms conducting environnental assessments on nearby properties. These
callers wanted to know the extent of contami nation at the site. The Agency's response was that contaninated
soil was found on properties adjacent to the Standard Auto Bunper property and that the extent of groundwater
contam nation had not been ascertained

C.  SUWARY OF COMMENTS RECEI VED DURI NG THE PUBLI C COMVENT PERI OD AND AGENCY RESPONSES

EPA mail ed the Proposed Plan to approximately 450 people in the media, community, and government on August 3,
1992. The public conment period on the Feasibility Study and Proposed Plan for the site was held from August
7 to Septenmber 6, 1992. Al comrents fromthe community were received during the public nmeeting on August

18, 1992, at the Henry M Filer Mddl e/ Community School in H aleah, Florida. The purpose of the neeting was
to present EPA's preferred alternative. This neeting was attended by three citizens. Part | of this section
addresses the comunity's questions; Part |l addresses the State's comments received after the public
neeting. No comments have been received fromthe PRP. A summary of the comments or questions and EPA s
response to those conmments or questions is set out bel ow

Part | - Summary and Response to Local Community Concerns
1. W pays for the cl eanup?

EPA Response: The EPA Superfund provides the noney; however, the fund is reinbursed. EPA recovers the costs
fromthe PRP, Standard Auto Bunper, through the justice system

2. At the public meeting a student asked how stable the solidified soils will be and who's responsi ble for
nonitoring the materi al

EPA Response: It was explained that EPA perforned a treatability study on the contami nated soil and
successfully solidified the material as shown by the Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure. This



procedure neasures the | evels of contam nants | eaching fromthe hardened nonolith. The leach levels for the
solidified soil were below regulatory levels, indicating the solidification was effective. However, EPA wl |
performanother treatability test prior to the cleanup. EPA further explained stabilization/solidification

is a coomon and reliable remedy for netal -contam nated soil. The process solidifies the soil into a nass
very simlar to concrete, preventing the soil contam nants fromleaching into the groundwater. EPA considers
this technology to be protective of the groundwater at the site. It was added that solidification will

enhance natural attenuation of groundwater contam nation, and groundwater sanpling has indicated rmuch | ower

| evel s of contami nants during subsequent sanpling events. In conclusion, EPA explained that should this
remedy be selected, they will nonitor the renedy for the first year follow ng cleanup and then the State wll
assune responsibility.

Part Il - Summary and Response to the State of Florida s Concerns

1. Staff at the Florida Department of Environnental Regul ation (FDER) disagreed with EPA's preferred
alternative of excavation, stabilization/solidification, and groundwater nonitoring. FDER staff suggested
that the longterm nonitoring was excessive and that this requirenent could be avoided by selecting a
conparabl e alternative, excavation and offsite disposal. This alternative did not require long-term
operation and mai nt enance (O&M .

EPA Response: The alternative EPA reconmended at the public nmeeting (excavation, onsite
stabilization/solidification, and groundwater nonitoring) was favored nainly due to the Superfund statutory
preference to enploy treatnent to reduce toxicity, nmobility, or volume as a principal elenent. However, EPA
deternmined that the staff at the State had valid concerns regarding the burdensone | ong-term O%M commitnents
necessary for the stabilization/solidification alternative. EPA resolved that at this site it was not
preferable to utilize treatnent to reduce toxicity, nobility, or volune, because the soil is not a hazardous
waste as defined by the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and is a relatively small vol une,
approxi mately 2500 cubic yards. Excavation and offsite disposal was then selected as a renedy that utilizes
per manent technol ogi es and alternative treatment technol ogies, to the naxi mum extent practicable for this
site. Up to five years of groundwater nonitoring will be required following offsite disposal. Excavation
and of fsite di sposal was the remedy selected in the ROD, which contains further details of the process for
sel ecting the remedi al alternative.

D. REMAI NI NG CONCERNS

EPA is mainly concerned with the abatenent of any groundwater contam nation by cleaning up the soils, the
source of the contam nation. Future testing of the groundwater during the RI/FS for operable unit two,
groundwater, will define the nature and extent of any groundwater contanination. EPA is confident that the
selected alternative will mnimze the need for groundwater punping and treatment. EPA plans to keep the
public and local officials informed of the activities that the Agency is undertaking at the site along with
any new information that may involve the site. EPA wll issue another Proposed Plan for the preferred
groundwat er alternative for operable unit two.



APPENDI X B

6.4.1.1 On-Site Wrker Assunptions

Exposure factors chosen for the on-site worker in conducting this exposure assessment come fromthe EPA
reference docunents cited earlier and are |isted bel ow

Al

Based upon information in the EPA docunent, Exposure Factors Handbook (EPA 1989b), the reconmrended BW
for adults is 70 kg. This factor is also a Standard Default Exposure Factor for Commercial/lndustria
Land use according to EPA guidance. Therefore, this factor is selected for use in assessing the
exposure to on-site workers.

The Standard Default Exposure Factor for Commercial/Industrial Land use in determning the exposure
frequency (EF) is 250 days/year according to EPA guidance. Therefore, this factor is selected for use
in assessing the exposure to on-site workers.

The Standard Default Exposure Factor for Commercial/lIndustrial Land use in determning the exposure
duration (ED) is 25 years according to EPA guidance. Therefore, this factor is selected for use in
assessing the exposure to on-site workers.

For noncarci nogeni c chem cals, average time (AT) is cal culated by averagi ng 365 days/year over a
period of 25 years to yield an AT of 9,125 days. For carcinogens, intakes are cal cul ated by averagi ng
the total cunul ative dose over a 70-year lifetine, yielding a carcinogenic AT of 25,550 days.

Avai | abl e exposed skin area for an onsite worker was assuned to be limted to the head and hands.
According to the Exposure Factors Handbook, March 1990, this area for an adult nale would be
approxi mately 2,000 cnf2].

exposure paraneter values for the onsite worker scenario are listed in Table 6-1. The intake factor

formul as for each pat hway-specific exposure and the intake factor value is included in Table 6-2

6.4.1.2 Site Visitor

For purposes of assessing potential health risks associated with exposure to a site visitor, the site visitor
assuned to be a youth between the ages of 9 and 18. The exposure assunptions are item zed bel ow.

is

Based upon information in the EPA docunent, Exposure Factors Handbook (EPA 1989b) the average BWfor
mal e yout hs between the ages of 9 and 18 is 50.5 kg. Based on professional judgenment, this BWwll be
utilized for the site visitor in assessing exposure.

The site visitor is assuned to visit the site for 8 hours/visit. This assunption is a professiona

j udgenent based upon the size of the site and the general conposition of the site |ayout and features
Based on professional judgenent, this EF will be utilized for the site visitor as the ET in assessing
exposure

The site visitor is assunmed to visit the site 1 day/week for 9 nmonths/year or 39 days/year. Based on
prof essional judgement, EF will be utilized for the site visitor in assessing exposure

The ED for the ages 9 to 18 is 10 years.

For noncarcinogenic chemcals, AT is calculated by averagi ng 365 days/year over a period of 10 years
to yield an AT of 3,650 days. For carcinogens, intakes are calculated by averaging the tota
curul ati ve dose over a 70-year lifetime, yielding a carcinogenic AT of 25,550 days.

Avai | abl e exposed skin area for the site visitor was assuned to be limted to the head, hands
forearns, and | ower |egs. According to the Exposure Factors Handbook, March 1990, this area for an
adult nale woul d be approximately 5,300 cni2].



Al values for the site visitor scenario is listed in Table 6-3. The intake factor formulas for each
pat hway- speci fi c exposure and the intake factor value is included in Table 6-4.

6.4.1.3 Hypothetical Residential Exposure Assunptions

Exposure factors chosen for the hypothetical future residents in conducting the hypothetical future resident
assunptions will consider both an adult and a child scenario. The adult scenario will be considered for al
exposure pathways cited in Section 6.1.4. The child scenario will be considered for the incidental ingestion
and dernmal contact of soils pathway as these are considered the nost significant pathway concerning children
Thi s exposure assessnent is derived fromthe EPA reference docunents cited earlier and are as follows:

I The body weights for the adult and child is 70 kg and 15 kg, respectively, in accordance with the
gui dance in EPA's Human Heal th Eval uati on Manual, Suppl emental CGuidance, "Standard Default Exposure
Factors" (1991).

The EF to be utilized according to the EPA's Ri sk Assessnent Qui dance for Superfund, Volune |, Human
Heal th Eval uati on Manual (Part A) is 365 days/year. However, according to the EPA's Hunan Heal th

Eval uati on Manual, Supplermental Quidance, "Standard Default Exposure Factors" (1991) this value is too
conservative and recomrends a Standard Default Exposure Factor of 350 days/year, which assunes the
individual is at home all but 15 days/year. This value will be utilized in assessing exposure to the
hypot heti cal future resident.

Based upon information in the EPA docunent, R sk Assessnent Qui dance for Superfund, Volume |, Hunan
Heal th Eval uati on Manual (Part A), InterimFinal (1989), the 90th percentile national upperbound tine
at a single residence is 30 years. EPA guidance states that the 90" percentile val ues shoul d be used
if 95th percentile values are unavailable. Therefore, this value will be utilized as the EDin
assessing exposure to the hypothetical future resident. The ED for the child will be 6 years.

Avai | abl e exposed skin area for the adult hypothetical future residents will be assuned to be limted
to the head, hands, forearnms and |ower |egs. According to the Exposure Factors Handbook, March 1990,
this area for an adult nale would be approximately 5,300 cni2]. The child will include head, hands,
arms and | egs which woul d be approxi mately 5,000 cnf2].

For noncarci nogenic chemcals, the adult scenario's AT is cal cul ated by averagi ng 365 days/year over a
period of 30 years to yield an AT of 10,950 days. For carcinogens, intakes are cal cul ated by
averaging the total cunulative dose over a 70-year lifetime, yielding a carcinogenic AT of 25,550
days.

For noncarci nogenic chem cals, AT for the child scenario is calcul ated by averagi ng 365 days/year over
a period of 6 years to yield an AT of 2,190 days. Carcinogenic intakes will not be considered in the
child scenari o because the purpose in assessing carcinogenic risk is to evaluate the long-termeffects
of exposure. Further, slope factors are based upon 70 years of exposure and therefore is

i nappropriate for the evaluation of children

Al values for the hypothetical future residents are listed in Tables 6-5 and 6-7. The intake factor
formul as for each pat hway-specific exposure and the intake factor value is included in Tables 6-6 and 6-8
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